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MINUTES

California Postsecondary Education Commission

Meeting of July 22, 2002

Commissoners
present

AlanS. Arkatov Chair Commissioner
Carol Chandler, ViceChair absent
SusasnHammer IrwinS. Fied
Lancelzumi Kyo*Paul” Jhin
OdessaP. Johnson GuillermoRodriguez, Jr.
EvonneSeron Schulze MédindaG.Wilson
Rachel E. Shetka

OliviaK.Singh

Anthony M. Vitti

HowardWeinsky

Calltoorder

Following closed session for discussion of personnel matters, Commission Chair Arka
tov called the Monday, July 22, 2002, California Postsecondary Education Commis-
sion meeting to order at 2:42 p.m. in Room 437 of the CaliforniaState Capital in Sac-
ramento, California. Heasked for acall of theroll.

Call of therall

Executive Secretary Judy Harder called theroll. All Commissionerswere present ex-
cept Irwin S, Field, Kyo“Paul” Jhin, Guillermo Rodriguez, J, and MdindaWilson.

First order of
business as
determined by the
Chair

Chair Arkatov thanked those who had been waiting patiently for the conclusion of the
closed session. He expressed the excitement of the Commission on the leadership of
Interim Executive Director Robert Moore and concern about theimpact of the State
budget on the Commission, leading to anumber of staff departures. Heexpressed his
confidencethat the Commission “would helpright thisship.”

Consent calendar

Chair Arkatov asked for amotion to approvethefollowing:

Item 10: Minutes of May 20, 2002 Specia mesting;

Item 11: Minutes of June 3, 2002 Executive Committee meeting;
Item 12: Minutes of June 3-4, 2002 meeting;

Item 13: Minutes of June 11, 2002 Specia meeting;

Report of the Governmenta Relations Committee;
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Report of the Fiscal Policy and Analysis Committee; and
Report of the Educational Policy and Programs Committee.

The motion was made by Commissioner Schulze, seconded by Commissioner 1 zumi,
and carried unanimoudly.

Report of the Chair Arkatov then asked for the report of the Statutory Advisory Committee. Todd
StatutoryAdvisory ~ Greenspan, chair of the committee, reported that members of the Statutory Advisory
Committee Committee had met the preceding Tuesday, July 16, and reviewed itemsfor thisagenda
and potentia itemsfor the next two meetings. Thecommitteea so discussed how it could
ass st the Commissioninitsreassessment and serve asaproactive, rather than reactive,
vehicleof review. The membersproposeto discussideasinthisregard with Interim
Executive Director Moore. Mr. Greengpan concluded by summarizing activitiesof in-
terest in each of the segments.

Report of the  Chair Arkatov next turned to Mr. Moore for the director’ s report. Mr. Moore ex-
ExecutiveDirector  plained that hewould be discussing the most recent draft of the Master Plan for Educa-
tion - Kindergarten through University, particularly those partsof the report dealingwith
coordination, planning, and data collection. He advised the Commissionersthat he
would focuson thefirst few pages and then Recommendations 39, 40, and 41. Butfirg,
he reminded the Commission of hiscommitment to the Department of Financeto reas-
sessthe Commission’ srolesand respons bilities and that he would beworking with the
segmentsand the staff to set prioritiesand to look more closely at what it isthat we can
do to have more valueto the people of the State of California.

TheMaster Plan document is currently undergoing someinteresting and varied critiques,
Moore stated. Thosewho work with the Legidaturetend not to say anything negative
about it, while othersview it asadocument in which rhetoric often outwei ghs substance.
Of the 153 recommendationsin the current report, few pertain to higher education, with
themgjority focusing on K-12 education. A mgor question in Director Moore seyesis
how we can better connect postsecondary education to K-12 education to providethe
best |earning opportunities. Hereferred the Commissionersto the report’ stable of
contentsthat dividesthe report into issues of access, achievement, accountability, and
affordability and reminded them of therevised Master Plan’ svisionfor California’'s
educational system, found on pagefour.

One of the dilemmas presented by the document asawhole, Mr. Moore observed, isits
seeming lack of coherence. 1t containsmany good ideasbut exhibitslittle recognition of
what isaready being donein education or any questioning of what redlly works. “Itisas
if the document was put together without any recognition of things donein education
over thelast 30 years, including those efforts currently being pursued,” henoted. Itishis
understanding that the Regents are al so perturbed because the draft makesit seem as
though nothing isworking which, hecommented, is* an absolutefdlacy.” Hereferredto
areport done by the Commission nearly 20 yearsago, caled Promises To Keep. The
Community College Board of Governorsiscurrently revisiting that report, and one of
the participants remarked that soon we might be abletoissue areport called Promises

Commission Agenda Item 2, October 8, 2002 / 2



Kept. Thisisacasein point that it takestimefor thingsto happen in education. You
haveto have avision, you haveto take stepsto implement that vision, and you haveto
haveameansto evaluateit. But peoplewant to have things happen now. Over time,
oneideaafter another isput forward but with little consistency between and among
them. “Thisagency can play acritical rolein bringing coherenceto what must happen
for good planning and coordination primarily in postsecondary education,” he stated.
While K-12 education has the State Board of Education for policy setting and the
Cadlifornia Department of Education with responsibility for planning and review, these
entities have perhaps not focused their existing resources and talents so that coordina-
tion might occur. He promised that for the October meeting hewould have somevery
specific recommendationsto achieve better planning and coordination for postsecond-
ary education.

Mr. Moorethen quickly referred to anumber of recommendationsinthe Master Planin
whichthe Commission hasaninterest. Theissuethat hasgotten the most attentionis
adult education, about which the Commission may comment. Recommendation 9 ad-
dressesfaculty preparation and devel opment. Recommendation 10 pertainsto part-
time/full-timefaculty and, aswritten, may |ead to too many State mandatesin an area
wherequdity, rather than number, isthe paramount issue. Recommendation 11 stresses
competitive compensation that may conflict with the concept of merit. Heretoo, quality
should beissue number one.

Commissioner Johnson then distributed aletter from University of CaliforniaPresident
Richard Atkinson to Senator Dede Alpert, chair of the K-16 Master Plan Joint Com-
mittee, laying out the Univergity’ sresponseto thedraft Master Plan. Sheasked Interim
Director Mooreif shewere correct in understanding that the Commission would havea
moredetailed discussion of theMaster Plan in October. He noted that the Master Plan
draft would be adopted by theend of August. Discussion could still occur, however, as
the Master Plan would still remain aframework for futurelegidation. Chair Arkatov
suggested that the Commissioners might have adiscussion about the Magter Plan, using
alistserv on theweb; the Commissionerswere advised that such communication was
prohibited asaseria meeting under the Bagley-K eeneand the Brown Acts. Mr. Moore
assured the Commissionersthat hewould look for waysinwhich information could be
shared. Mr. Moorerequested the Commission’ sblessing to respond to thedraft imme-
diately, with further discussion to occur at the October meeting.

Upon Commissioner’ sHammer’ ssuggestion, Mr. Moorefocused the Commissioners
attention on the recommendationsin the Master Plan pertaining to the Commission
itself. Recommendation 39 callsfor therecongtitution of the Commission asthe Cdifor-
niaEducation Commission with respons bility for planning, coordination, and analysis
from preschool through postsecondary education. He explained that such arecom-
mendation did not arise from the Working Group on Governance, of which Commis-
sioner Schulzewasamember. Commissioner Schul ze confirmed that the Working
Group roundly rejected such anotion. Commissioner Johnson then mentioned Director
Moore smemo regarding the composition of the current Postsecondary Education Com-
mission, inwhich he statesthat segmental representation should not dominate the Com-
mission. Commissioner Johnson pointed out that five membersout of 16 could not be
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defined asdomination. Vice Chair Chandler clarified that segmental representatives
could not take aleadership position nor serve on the Executive Committee of the Com-
mission. Further discussion occurred, with agreement that if thework the Commission
sets out to do has merit, it will meet no resistance from the Administration and the
Legidaturewill support our efforts.

Mr. Moore called upon the Commissionersto be most outspoken about Recommenda:
tion 40 that recommends the establishment of “an objective, independent entity asthe
statewide education datarepository.” He stated that the Commission’ sinformation Sys-
temsstaff had put together avery effective datagathering, storage, and distribution pro-
cess and had worked with the California Department of Education to ensure data shar-
ing. For the Master Plan staff to comeforward with theideathat the Commission’ swork
inthisareaislackingin any significant respect could be considered offensive. Commis-
sioner Hammer suggested that it was an ideaborn of ignorance. Vice Chair Chandler
asked how the Commission might better relay itsmessage about the efficacy of itswork.
Director Moorereplied that there would be ample opportunities and that hewould be
contacting Commissionersindividualy and keeping dl of them advised. Heisinquiring
about the Commission making presentations at the orientation for new legidators. In
responseto Chair Arkatov’ sreferenceto thelegidative profilestraditionally prepared
by Commission staff, Mr. Moore stated that similar profileswould be prepared for al
candidatesfor |egidative office and that the Commission would be very proactivevery
quickly. Commissioner Hammer advised that the Commission avoid adefensivetone
and rather comport itself asapositive partner. Director M oore commented that hewas
agreat believer that how you said something was sometimes moreimportant than what
you said. Commissioner Hammer suggested that aletter be sent from Chair Arkatov to
the Master Plan Joint Committee with the Commission’ sviewsabout the draft Master
plan. Mr. Moore proposed that such aletter betransmitted over the Executive Director’s
signatureinstead. Chair Arkatov asked for amotion to alow the Director to respond to
thedraft Master Plan. The motion was made by Commissioner Welinsky and seconded
by Commissioner Hammer; the motion passed unanimoudly.

Adjournment  Having no further business, Chair Arkatov adjourned the meeting at 3:22 p.m.
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